The "social lubrication" function of alcohol during interpersonal interactions is well documented. However, less is known about the effects of alcohol consumption on group-level behavior. Empirical findings from social psychological literature suggest that individuals tend to favor those who are considered as members of their own social group. Not yet evaluated is how alcohol intoxication interacts with this group-level bias. Therefore, the current study examined experimentally the effects of intoxication on group bias. Ninety-four individuals (M age ϭ 20.18, SD ϭ 2.36, 55 women, 39 men) were randomly assigned to consume an alcoholic (n ϭ 48) or a placebo (n ϭ 46) drink before completing manipulated allocation matrices, a task which measured the distribution of hypothetical monetary awards based on social groups. Results point to an interaction between drink condition and social group identification, whereby identification was significantly associated with in-group favoritism among intoxicated individuals only. Following alcohol consumption, participants with higher identification with their social group were more likely to demonstrate allocation strategies that favored their own group members. However, nonsignificant effects were observed for those in the placebo condition. The findings highlight how alcohol intoxication may facilitate group bias that results from social group identification.
Alcohol consumption is often a social activity (Dietler, 2006; Douglas, 1987) , and researchers have begun to examine the mechanisms that may help explain its social lubricating effects (Frings, Hopthrow, Abrams, Hulbert, & Gutierrez, 2008; Kirchner, Sayette, Cohn, Moreland, & Levine, 2006; Sayette et al., 2012) . However, although alcohol can prompt social bonding and improve interpersonal interactions (de Visser, Wheeler, Abraham, & Smith, 2013; Fairbairn, Sayette, Aalen, & Frigessi, 2015; Monahan & Lannutti, 2000) , concurrently, its consumption is also associated with interpersonal and intergroup hostility and violence (Graham et al., 1998; Hunt & Laidler, 2001; Levine, Lowe, Best, & Heim, 2012) . In this respect, remarkably little is known about how alcohol consumption affects the psychological processes that may underpin adverse group-level behaviors. To examine this, the present research uses a classic social psychological experimental paradigm to examine the psychopharmacological effects of intoxication on group bias.
A considerable amount of research has revealed that alcohol consumption can powerfully shape a range of social behaviors such as flirtation (Monahan & Lannutti, 2000) , group formation (Kirchner et al., 2006) , and even business negotiations (Au & Zhang, 2016) . In the laboratory, researchers have noted that groups of unacquainted participants display an increased amount of positive behaviors, such as more expressive speech patterns and smiling, following a moderate dose of alcohol (Sayette et al., 2012) . It was also found that smiles were more likely to be "caught" and reciprocated when the group had consumed alcohol, with this mutual smiling more pronounced among heavier drinking participants (Fairbairn et al., 2015) . Together, such work indicates that alcohol consumption may increase people's expression of and response to socially directed behaviors.
Of note from the literature is that acute intoxication can lead to different outcomes depending on determinants related to both individual and contextual cues. Alcohol's "myopic" effects are posited to be the result of impaired attentional capacity due to intoxication (Steele & Josephs, 1990) . This alcohol-induced impairment creates a narrowing focus of attention to the most salient cues in one's environment. As a consequence, the acute effects of alcohol may result in, for example, increased cooperative or competitive behaviors (Hopthrow, Abrams, Frings, & Hulbert, 2007) or increased or decreased aggression (Giancola, Duke, & Ritz, 2011) , depending on the cues in the drinker's environment. From this perspective, it is not unreasoned to suggest that the social attributes of alcohol along with the myopic effects of intoxication can lead a drinker's attention to the salient intergroup cues in one's environment.
The acute effects of alcohol on intergroup responses have been principally examined in studying racial bias. Some studies suggest that alcohol increases the expression of prejudice and discrimination based on racial categories (Bartholow, Dickter, & Sestir, 2006; Reeves & Nagoshi, 1993; Schlauch, Lang, Plant, Christensen, & Donohue, 2009; Schofield, Unkelbach, & Denson, 2015) . For example, Schofield and colleagues (2015) reported an increase in participants' bias to shoot Middle Eastern targets during a computerized shooter task following alcohol consumption, compared to participants who received a placebo dose. Relatedly, Mitchell et al. (2015) found that alcohol consumption led to an increase in in-group ratings, whereby Caucasian participants were significantly more likely to rate White-faced stimuli as more attractive and physically healthy after drinking alcohol compared to sober participants. However, the authors also noted no difference in ratings for Black-face stimuli between sober individuals or following alcohol, suggesting that the effects of alcohol on intergroup bias in this study may be driven by increases in in-group liking following consumption (as opposed to out-group derogation). With such work, researchers have begun to emphasize the effect of alcohol in amplifying people's predispositions of grouprelated attitudes and evaluations, rather than universally arousing hostility (Loersch, Bartholow, Manning, Calanchini, & Sherman, 2015) . However, it is increasingly apparent that there is a paucity of research that is dissociated from the domain of race bias and relations. A crucial gap remains in how we may apply social psychological theory to better understand generalized social behaviors when under the influence of alcohol.
One of the most established findings in social psychological literature highlights how the formation of individuals into groups can prompt the pursuit of in-group identity enhancement and belonging through actions that favor one's own group vis-à-vis others (Diehl, 1990; Hogg & Abrams, 1990; Tajfel, 1982) . Tajfel and colleagues first revealed that, when faced with the task of distributing rewards to anonymous members from two groups, participants tended to favor the members belonging to their own group, despite this distribution strategy providing no personal advantage (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971; .
Since its conception, a substantial bank of research supports the notion that, when given the opportunity, those with greater identification with their group enact behaviors that differentiate between their own (in-group) and other social groups (out-group) by displaying in-group favoritism (Gagnon & Bourhis, 1996; Jetten, Spears, & Manstead, 1996; Sidanius, Pratto, & Mitchell, 1994) . This display of bias behavior is theorized to arise from social identification, the process whereby people believe they share a group membership with others, and this has consequences for their interactions within their social environment (Turner, 1985) . In application, Reicher's analysis of crowd behavior provides a framework for understanding the dynamics of unfolding intergroup hostilities through the theoretical lens of social identity processes (Reicher, 1984 (Reicher, , 1996 .
The social identity perspective has been applied to describe and explain the mechanisms underpinning a range of behaviors (Haslam, 2014) . Most pertinent to the present topic is the empirical research highlighting the moderating influence of individuals' social identities on their alcohol behaviors. For instance, studies find that the extent to which an individual feels similar and close to their social group(s) affects how strongly referent normative beliefs around drinking predicts actual personal consumption (Neighbors et al., 2010; Reed, Lange, Ketchie, & Clapp, 2007) . Interventions, such as reducing alcohol intake and drinking intentions, are found to be more effective when social identities are taken into consideration (Berger & Rand, 2008; Livingstone & McCafferty, 2015; Tarrant & Butler, 2011) . Primarily, what the findings demonstrate is that behavioral outcomes can be influenced by social identification. Low identifiers are less likely to respond to group-relevant information, whereas high identifiers are more likely to express attitude and behavior alignment when presented with the same information (Livingstone, Haslam, Postmes, & Jetten, 2011) .
When considering the findings from the social identity and alcohol literature in combination, it seems likely that alcohol has the potential to magnify group differentiating behaviors that arise due to social identity mechanisms, as the evidence suggests that intoxication facilitates people's automatic or predisposed cognitive processes (Bartholow et al., 2006; Hopthrow et al., 2007; Loersch et al., 2015) . Previous alcohol administration and group processes research has examined intoxicated social behaviors through a variety of paradigms (see Frings et al., 2008; Hopthrow et al., 2007; Loersch et al., 2015) . However, no research to date has examined how alcohol affects the underlying psychological processes related to group bias behavior that is substantiated in the social identity literature.
The aim of the current study was to examine experimentally the effects of alcohol intoxication on group bias. Here, we adopt the Tajfel matrices as an operationalized measure of discrimination to examine how alcohol affects intergroup bias behavior (Bourhis, Sachdev, & Gagnon, 1994; Tajfel et al., 1971; Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979) . We hypothesized that, relative to those receiving a placebo, intoxicated individuals who identify with their social group would be more likely to demonstrate group bias in the form of in-group favoritism.
To test this notion, we recruited participants from the general undergraduate student cohort and, in addition, purposefully recruited students who were members of a university-affiliated sports team. Emergent theoretical perspectives suggest that identity processes are particularly defined and salient for those participating in sport (Rees, Haslam, Coffee, & Lavallee, 2015; Zhou & Heim, 2014) . For instance, sportspeople typically report a strong This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
identification with their sporting group, and this connectedness is important for both sporting and social elements of sports involvement (Miller, 2009 ) and can drive their alcohol behaviors (Zhou, Heim, & Levy, 2016) . Recruiting from a highly identified group such as those involved in sport was therefore deemed to be a useful strategy for examining the interaction between intoxication and social group identification, in comparison with a (hypothetically) less defined group members (undergraduate course mates).
Method Participants
Ethical guidelines ensured that alcohol administration procedures were in line with recommended practice (National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2004) and institutional approval was obtained. Study recruitment attempted to recruit as many participants as possible within a 3-month period (February to April 2015) and sample sizes were not predetermined. Opportunity sampling and recruitment yielded 121 individuals interested in participating in the study. The Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT; Saunders, Aasland, Babor, de la Fuente, & Grant, 1993 ) was used to screen the alcohol behaviors of potential participants. The process excluded respondents with scores of 20 or more (indicating a clinical dependency score of problematic drinking; Babor, Higgins-Biddle, Saunders, & Monteiro, 2001 ) and less than three (indicating nonregular drinkers). Female participants confirmed that they were not pregnant (with pregnancy tests made available). All participants completed a medical questionnaire to identify contraindications for alcohol consumption and medications known to react negatively with alcohol that would warrant medical exclusion.
During participant screening procedures, 15 participants were deemed ineligible due to medical factors and nine were excluded due to resulting AUDIT scores of 20 and above. A total of 97 participants were admitted to the study. No statistical analyses were conducted before the conclusion of data collection. Preliminary data cleaning removed three participants due to incomplete or incorrect task responses. The final sample used for the main analyses included 94 participants (55 women, 39 men; 91.6% White British), ranging in age between 18 and 32 years (M age ϭ 20.18, SD ϭ 2.36). Among the total cohort, 40 were individuals who indicated currently participating in sport and belonging to a sports club; 54 were nonsporting undergraduate students. All participants were recruited from the same university.
Design and Materials
Drink conditions. The study implemented a 2 (group: sports, nonsports) ϫ 2 (drink: alcohol, placebo) between-participants design. Random allocation assigned 21 sports participants to the alcohol condition (placebo ϭ 19). The same procedure assigned 27 nonsports participants to the alcohol condition (placebo ϭ 27).
In the alcohol condition, the drink mixture was calculated for vodka 37.5% alcohol by volume at 0.6 g/kg for males and 0.5 g/kg for females, mixed with equal parts orange juice and tonic water (methodological replication; see Hopthrow et al., 2007; Rose & Grunsell, 2008) . This measurement of alcohol allows for intoxication at the average level of 0.35 breath alcohol concentration (BrAC): This converts to 0.08% blood alcohol concentration (BAC), the U.K. drink-and-drive limit. The placebo drink was a mixture of orange juice, tonic water, and 2 ml of surface vodka with a vodka mist sprayed across the glass to support the placebo manipulation. To further support the alcohol-placebo manipulation, all participants ingested a strong mint lozenge prior to drink consumption to disguise the flavor of the beverages (e.g., Frings et al., 2008; Hopthrow et al., 2007) . The mixture was divided into two drinks of equal quantities, and participants were instructed to consume each drink spaced across 3-4 min to help ensure a consistent drinking pace across all participants. Task materials. The task booklet presented to participants contained a series of allocation matrices. Each matrix consisted of 13 boxes containing pairs of numbers, displaying the choices of possible payoffs. The receiver of the pay-offs, identified only by their group membership, was either an in-group member (a fellow team-or course-mate) or an out-group member (a member from another institution). For each matrix, participants chose a distribution pairing that best determines how they wished to allocate the monetary payoffs. Hence, the matrices provided a situation where moving from one end to the other offered a range of strategies that required participants to decide to what extent they wished to maximize and compromise on allocation amounts. Three types of matrices were used to pit different strategies of distribution against each other to measure the strength, or pull, of specific strategies (see online supplementary material for illustrated examples; see also Bourhis et al. (1994) , for a comprehensive discussion of matrix construction and pull scores calculation):
(a) In-group favoritism (FAV ϭ MD ϩ MIP) versus maximum joint profit (MJP) distinguishes between allocations that represents in-group favoritism in terms of allocating the most amount available for in-group profit while maximizing the difference between the amount allocated to the out-group, against allocating the maximum amount of total points for both groups when combined. (b) Maximizing difference in favor of in-group (MD) versus maximum in-group profit (MIP) distinguishes between allocations that maximize the quantity difference between groups in a way that favors the in-group, against awarding the highest amount available for the in-group overall. (c) Parity (P) versus in-group favoritism (FAV) distinguishes between allocations that give numerically equal amounts to each group, against in-group favoritism in terms of providing maximum amount available for in-group profit while maximizing the difference between the amounts allocated to the out-group.
We presented each of the aforementioned matrices twice using the same number sequencing as Tajfel and Turner (1979) and as exampled in Bourhis et al. (1994) , with the labels of "in-group" and "out-group" inverted on the second presentation for counterbalancing. In addition, we included a direct measure of in/outgroup favoritism:
(d) Direct FAV, with a matrix that moved from out-group favoritism, through to parity, through to in-group favoritism (Moghaddam & Stringer, 1986) .
Finally, each matrix type was repeated with a different sequence of numbers (although pairing strategies were unchanged). Thus, in This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
total, each participant completed 14 matrices. We report all measures, manipulations, and exclusions in this study.
Procedure
There was no mention of the group bias interests of the research during the recruitment process and throughout the experiment to ensure that participants were unaware of the intent of the matrices. Instead, to explain the use of the allocation matrices, the study protocol informed participants that the experiment sought to explore the effects of alcohol on economic-related decision making.
Recruited respondents completed the medical screening to determine their eligibility for the study. Once confirmed, participants were requested to abstain from consuming alcohol for 12 hours and to refrain from eating for three hours prior to attending their designated laboratory session. Because of the consumption requirements, participants were also required to consent to abstain from driving or exercising following study participation. Upon arrival, participants completed consent forms and demographics questionnaire and were weighed (kg). Using the Lion SD400 Alcometer®, participants provided a breathalyzer reading to check for baseline BrAC and confirm none had consumed alcohol before the study (all study participants scored 0).
Following this, participants completed a questionnaire that contained items asking them to confirm their group membership. The sports group members indicated the sport they played and the sports club to which they belonged. The nonsports group members identified the degree/course in which they were currently enrolled. Social identification was assessed across three items using a 7-point Likert scale, ranaging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree): "I have a lot in common with other members of my sports club/course;" "I feel strong ties to other members of my sports club/course;" and "In general, being a sportsperson/student is an important part of my self-image" (items taken from Cameron, 2004) . The three items were averaged to provide a single index of social identification (current ␣ ϭ .72).
The consumption phase lasted approximately 10 min. During the subsequent absorption phase, participants left alone to watch an American sitcom TV show for 20 min as a distraction activity. Following this, a further breathalyzation to check for alcohol intoxication was performed. The results of these readings were purposely masked from the participants across all the conditions to uphold the placebo condition and so that none knew their current BrAC levels prior to the commencement of the task.
We framed the task as an economic-related exercise that gave participants the responsibility of apportioning a hypothetical fund. Participants were instructed to use the matrices to divide funding points between two individuals, only identified by their designation as a fellow sports teammate/coursemate or someone from an external institution. We instructed the participants to convert the points into monetary terms, whereby one point was valued at £10 [approximately $15] . Thus, instead of distributing one and seven points, for example, the real amounts were £10 and £70.
1 Instructions also stressed that these allocations would be anonymous, and participants could not award these points to themselves. No time constraints were in place and participants were left alone to complete the task (approximated average task time to be 5 min). Only after completing the task booklet were participants asked to provide a subjective intoxication rating via the scale "how intoxicated do you feel right now?" ranging from 1 (not at all) to 10 (extremely), to check for the drink manipulation.
On completion of the task, participants were fully debriefed on the true aims of the study and compensated for the hour session (£6 [approximately $8] or undergraduate course credits). In line with standard practice, those in the alcohol condition were breathalyzed and permitted to leave the laboratory when their BrAC scored below 0.14 (converts to a BAC level of 0.028%). Entertainment and refreshments were made available while the participants waited for their BrAC to fall: Disclaimers were signed if participants wished to remove themselves from the study area before they had reached this recommended level.
Task Analysis
Each matrix choice (the paired allocations) was scored in rank terms from 0 to 12; the pull of one strategy will receive the highest, with the competing strategy receiving the lowest score (Bourhis et al., 1994; . When presented with the labels of "in-group" and "out-group" inverted, the matrix score calculations ranged between Ϫ12 and zero. Therefore, each strategy score (excluding Direct FAV) had a theoretical range of Ϫ12 to 12, where 0 epitomized parity (equal distribution), positive scores represented a greater exhibition of the strategy, and negative scores characterized a greater intent to avoid the strategy. For matrix type (d) Direct FAV, the intent was to directly measure in-/out-group favoritism without the presence of a competing strategy, that is, it was impossible to maximize joint profits (Moghaddam & Stringer, 1986) . Here, scores ranged from 0 to 12, where zero represented extreme out-group favoritism and 12 represented extreme in-group favoritism, with parity scored at six. Responses from this matrix were analyzed separately in the manipulation checks.
Analytic Strategy
Preliminary univariate tests compared group and drink conditions across the study variables. Missing values were handled as listwise deletions. A within-treatment analysis of the matrix types was conducted to determine if the pull score from participants were significantly different from 0 on the theoretical range of Ϫ12 to 12 (as described in Task Analysis above). That is, the analysis determined whether the participant adopted a strategy that pulled them away from parity (i.e., a score of 0) and engaged with the differentiation strategies presented within each matrix. Prior to the main analyses, an examination of social identification z-scores revealed one participant scoring more than three standard deviations below the mean. The subsequent factor analysis and regression modeling was performed on the full cohort and again with the outlier removed. No differences were observed across outcomes and therefore, for completeness, the results with the full sample are presented.
1 This methodological step was included to address previous concerns of using point allocations for distribution versus monetary amounts (Gaertner & Insko, 2001 ). Specifically, it has been argued that allocations represented by arbitrary points are relatively valued only against a quantity possessed by either group (Rabbie & Schot, 1990; Rabbie, Schot, & Visser, 1989) . However, the allocation of money represents absolute terms where its value does not depreciate in relation to distribution choices. In an effort to address these methodological considerations, the current study instructed participants to consider both representations during the task. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
An exploratory factor analysis was used to reduce the seven allocation strategies into latent factors in order to simplify analysis and interpretation (e.g., Jetten et al., 1996) . For the main analyses, interaction terms were calculated with mean centered continuous variables and dummy-coded categorical variables. Main and interaction effects were entered into a regression model examining the association between the study variables on the extracted latent allocation strategies identified in the factor analysis. All multivariate analyses were conducted with bootstrapping to fit significant models onto 10,000-sampled population to adjust for unequal samples and non-normal distributions within our dependent measures.
Results
For those in the alcohol condition, BrAC readings taken after the absorption phrase indicated that the intoxication level for the current study protocol was reached (M ϭ .33, SD ϭ .09). BrAC readings confirmed no detectable intoxication levels among those in the placebo condition. Those in the alcohol condition (M ϭ 5.19, SD ϭ 1.94) perceived themselves to be significantly more intoxicated than the placebo group (M ϭ 2.02, SD ϭ 1.89), F(1, 90) ϭ 59.60, p Ͻ .001, p 2 ϭ .398. No differences were found on subjective intoxication ratings between cohort groups. Two-way analyses of variance were performed to assess cohort and condition differences on study dependent variables (see Table  1 ). The sports participants (M ϭ 6.04, SD ϭ .80) scored significantly higher on social identification than the nonsports cohort (M ϭ 5.30, SD ϭ 1.04), F(1, 87) ϭ 12.77, p ϭ .001, p 2 ϭ .128. No differences were found on social identification scores between drink conditions. A check for gender differences revealed no significant differences among our study variables (intervariable correlations can be found in the supplementary material).
Strategy Analyses Within Each Treatment Condition
A Wilcoxon's matched pairs test analyzed the differences among the ranked paired allocations across the three matrix types (see Table 2 ). The pull of parity (P on FAV) was statistically significant across all conditions, with the pull of fairness over in-group favoritism representing the most used strategy for all groups. This suggests that when faced with the choice of distributing in an equal manner or a differentiating manner, most participants tended to opt for fairness. There was also a significant pull of in-group favoritism across all groups when pitted against maximum joint profit (FAV on MJP), suggesting that when presented with the choice of favoring one's in-group at the expense of the out-group, most participants would demonstrate some pull toward in-group favoritism.
Factor Analysis
Exploratory factor analysis was performed on the seven allocation strategies to identify the underlying latent relationships representing group bias. Maximum-likelihood factor analysis performed with varimax rotation opted for an orthogonal rotation in anticipation of emergent factors (in-group vs. out-group favoritism) to be uncorrelated. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistic reflected a good sample size adequate for factor analysis (KMO ϭ .76) and Bartlett's test of sphericity indicated that the correlations between items were sufficiently large for exploratory factor analysis, 2 (21) ϭ 303.83, p Ͻ .001. The analysis revealed a two-factor solution, which accounted for 69.60% of the initial variance and 56.97% of the extracted variance. The clustered strategies suggest that the first factor contained four items that measured the pull of in-group favoritism strategies (see Table 3 ). This factor accounted for 48.98% of the initial variance and 44.39% of the extracted variance. The second factor contained two items that measured the pull of overall profit gains (profit maximizing), accounting for an additional 20.62% of the initial variance and 12.58% of the extracted variance. As the two identified factors were theoretically divergent strategies, the Anderson-Rubin method calculated factor scores representing each participant's placement on the factors identified in the extraction (Anderson & Rubin, 1956 ).
Interactions Between Drink Condition and Social Identification
A regression model was computed for each extracted factor. Interaction terms were derived from mean-centered social identification scores multiplied with dummy-coded groups (control ϭ 0, sports ϭ 1; placebo ϭ 0, alcohol ϭ 1).
Step 1 involved the main effects (group, condition), Step 2 added social identification scores, and their interactions terms were included in Step 3. A significant regression model was found for in-group favoritism, F(5, 84) ϭ 12.53, p ϭ .028, R 2 ϭ 13.8% (see Table 4 ). In the final step, only the interaction between drink condition and social identification was significant, b ϭ .42, p ϭ .028, confidence Note. BrAC ϭ Breath alcohol concentration taken after absorption phase. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
interval (CI) [.08, .83 ]. Examination of the interaction slopes revealed that social identification was associated with increased in-group favoritism for those in the alcohol condition only (b ϭ .56, p ϭ .002, CI [.21, 39] ). (See Figure 1) . Nonsignificant effects were observed for those in the placebo condition (b ϭ .14, p ϭ .211, CI [Ϫ.08, .36]). A check of simple contrasts revealed nonsignificant differences on in-group favoritism between those in the alcohol vs. the placebo condition at above (ϩ1 SD; p ϭ .135) and below (Ϫ1 SD; p ϭ .095) the mean value of social identification. Post hoc power analysis was conducted using G ‫ء‬ Power 3.1.9.2 on the significant effects revealed. This found that the power (1 Ϫ ␤ error probability) was .71-acceptably close to the traditional standard of 0.8.
A separate regression analysis performed on profit maximizing resulted in a nonsignificant model and bared no significant mains or interaction effects in the final model. Finally, post hoc probes were conducted to examine differences due to gender or group membership. No main (p ϭ .775) or two-or three-interaction effects (all ps Ͼ .10) were found for gender. Three-way interaction checks for Drink Condition ϫ Group ϫ Social Identification effects also yielded nonsignificant findings (p ϭ .345).
Discussion
The current study implemented an experimental design to examine the effects of intoxication on group bias behavior. The significant interaction between drink condition and social identification demonstrated that participants who reported greater identification with their social group were significantly more likely to engage in distribution strategies that favored their in-group members following alcohol consumption. However, this pattern was not observed among those in the placebo condition. Results also indicate that there are lower levels of in-group favoritism among those less identified with their group following alcohol intoxication. In this regard, low identifiers may be insufficiently interested in or aware of their group membership to engage in group discriminating strategies. The social identity literature does suggest that significant in-group devaluation can occur when individuals do not Note. FAV ϭ in-group favoritism; MJP ϭ maximum joint profit; MD ϭ maximum difference; MIP ϭ maximum in-group profit; P ϭ parity. Values in boldface type indicate the item's primary factor loading. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
feel strong ties to their social group (Karasawa, 1991) . If we consider the myopic effects of alcohol, the group-level differentiation strategies required during the study's task may have accentuated low identifiers' lack of group identification and resulted in a reduced tendency to engage in group bias behavior. In-line with the alcohol myopic model (Steele & Josephs, 1990) , the findings of the present study indicate that the psychopharmacological effects of alcohol may perhaps facilitate drinkers' preferences (or lack thereof) for their social group members. Although previous research outlines how alcohol consumption can increase positive perceptions of group relations (Kirchner et al., 2006; Sayette et al., 2012) , the current study contributes to this body of literature by suggesting that group bias behavior may also occur following intoxication. These results may help to provide a theoretically grounded understanding of intoxicated social behaviors. Favoring members from one's own group over out-group members may provide individuals with a greater sense of in-group identity and positive self-esteem (Amiot, Sansfaçon, & Louis, 2014; Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Lemyre & Smith, 1985; Oakes & Turner, 1980) . However, these processes and motivations also underpin the literature that describes the antecedents of intergroup discrimination and conflict (Tajfel, 1982) . The current findings suggest that such group-level processes may be heightened following intoxication and, when taken together with theoretical applications and evidence from social psychological literature, begin to identify the mechanisms through which intoxicated social behaviors can precipitate intergroup hostilities (Ostrowsky, 2014; Schofield et al., 2015) . By indicating that intoxication can heighten (or disinhibit) intergroup bias, particularly among those with strong and salient group identities, our findings suggest that strategies aimed at minimizing alcohol-fueled intergroup hostilities may be usefully informed by considering these group-level cognitions and responses. Delineating how alcohol consumption may facilitate an us versus them mentality (Tajfel, 1982) potentially offers a complementary approach to interventions aimed at tackling alcohol-related violence which hitherto typically target individual drinkers (Plant, Plant, & Thornton, 2002) .
It should be noted that, in the present study, there was no inclusion of a nonalcoholic drink control condition. To clarify, the current study specifically sought to examine how alcohol consumption affects group-level behavior. With this research aim in mind, it was deemed appropriate to use the placebo manipulation to compare with the psychopharmacological impact of intoxication on participants' task responses. The current study used a number methodological steps to ensure an effective placebo manipulation and, at the debrief, participants in the placebo condition were asked whether they suspected the deception with none disclosing any strong suspicions. However, the lack of the expected behavioral responses on the task for those in the placebo condition suggest that there may be some degree of compensatory response where our participants' expectancies around the acute effects of alcohol consumption lead to behavioral monitoring to counteract such effects (Marczinski & Fillmore, 2005; Schlauch et al., 2010) . Given the small sample, and the methodological obscuring of the veritable alcohol effects on group bias in the present study, further research incorporating a nonalcohol condition is necessary in order to interpret fully the psychopharmacological effects of intoxication from the expectancy-based alcohol effects (Testa et al., 2006) in this paradigm.
Although the present findings indicate that intoxicated group members were more likely to exhibit in-group favoring behavior, we also acknowledge that behaviors are often influenced by social (Abrams, Hopthrow, Hulbert, & Frings, 2006) and contextual (Monk & Heim, 2013) cues. This interaction between alcohol and social processes requires further interrogation away from a laboratory-based setting to evaluate how groups, and individuals in groups, react to interpersonal interactions and the social context (Hopthrow, Randsley de Moura, Meleady, Abrams, & Swift, 2014; Monk & Heim, 2014; Sayette et al., 2012) . Relatedly, there is existing commentary on the individual difference factors that may affect the individual's behaviors and/or their response to intoxication itself (see Sher & Wood, 2005) . Previous research notes that, when in a similar economic-decision making paradigm, individuals who demonstrate psychopathic traits, such as recklessness and impulsivity, offer more money to their in-group (members affiliated with their university), relative to an out-group (Gillespie, Mitchell, Johnson, Dawson, & Beech, 2013) . In addition, aggression following alcohol is more likely among participants who have high levels of dispositional aggressivity (Giancola, 2002) . These form alternative perspectives on how individual differences may factor into how intergroup behaviors are evaluated and expressed.
Lastly, although the social identification items in the present study were selected to represent the proposed three dimensions of social identification (Cameron, 2004) , it should be noted that there are short validated scales that have since been developed to assess social identification (Postmes, Haslam, & Jans, 2013; Reysen, Katzarska-Miller, Nesbit, & Pierce, 2013) . Future research could take advantage of the brevity of these validated scales when examining these sociocognitive processes alongside alcohol intoxication in the field.
To conclude, the current study found that in-group bias behaviors increased among intoxicated individuals who identified with This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
their social group. The current research presents a first look at the interplay between the psychopharmacological state of intoxication and social identity mechanisms and explores a novel, yet fundamental, social psychological perspective of the behavioral consequences associated with alcohol. Replication and further experimental research are necessary to investigate further how various contexts and alcohol states interact with social identity processes to further qualify the findings of this preliminary study.
